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Agency |Agency

between Delta outflows and restoring ecosystem processes and fish
populations and Delta outflows resulting from the preferred alternative
operational scenario.

The preferred Alternative 4 results in minor changes, -1% to 5% [1], to Delta
outflow relative to existing conditions. This suggests that BDCP applicants
consider these changes sufficient to meet the ESA Section 10 requirement of
“contributing to recovery of endangered and threatened species.”

There is broad scientific agreement that existing Delta outflow conditions
are insufficient for protecting the aquatic ecosystem and multiple fish
species, and that both increased freshwater flows and aquatic habitat
restoration are needed to restore ecosystem processes in the Bay Delta and
protect T & E fish populations. [2] This includes statements from lead
federal agencies.

If there is sound scientific information that supports the perspective that
increased Delta outflows are not needed and habitat restoration alone
would be able to restore ecosystem processes and protect fish species, it
should be presented in this DEIS.

[1] Tables 5-7 and 5-8, Chapter 5 Water Supply Administrative Draft EIS for
BDCP.

[2] (a) Public Policy Institute of California (2013) Scientist and Stakeholder
Views on the Delta Ecosystem “a strong majority of scientists prioritizes
habitat and flow management actions that would restore more natural
processes within and upstream of the deita” (p. 2).
http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/report/R_413EHR.pdf
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Type
Section 3.1.1 —is the Preferred Alternative also preferred under NEPA or just [USEPA Cooperati
CEQA? ng
This sentence refers to Alternative 4 of the BDCP. Is it really CM1 Alternative [USEPA Cooperati
4 that is being discussed in the sentence or BDCP Alternative 47 ng
We recommend adding text to this section that explains the apparent USEPA Cooperati
difference in opinion about scientific knowledge regarding the relationship ng
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The phrase “...DWR considers to be an optimal balance between ecological |USEPA Cooperati
and water supply objectives” in reference to Alternative 4 implies that DWR ng

is optimizing a balance between the aquatic ecosystem and water supply
and throughout the entire water delivery system. We recommend modifying
this sentence to more precisely communicate that a portion of the water
supply system is being modified to improve reliability and that Alternative 4
is intended to optimize ecological and water supply objectives under a
portion of the CVP-SWP delivery system. This would better communicate
that adjusting deliveries north of the Delta is not included as a potential
method of optimizing ecological and water supply objectives.

The reasons for eliminating these alternatives should be more clearly USEPA Cooperati
identified. The document refers to the screening analysis appendix but these ng
decisions should be highlighted in the DEIS.

Are the activities to reduce the effects of methylmercury contamination also [USEPA Cooperati
focused on minimizing transport of methylmercury? The text here only ng
refers to formation.

Will near term CMs include acquisition of terrestrial and wetland habitat USEPA Cooperati
only or will they include restoration actions too? If so, we recommend ng
including restoration actions in this sentence. It appears that the action is
only to acquire the land but not to actively restore it for benefits to fish and
wildlife in the near term.

What are the reasons for assuming that regulating the ratio of exports to USEPA Cooperati
imports would not apply to the north of delta intakes? ng

Why is 55% unimpaired flow from February to June evaluated instead of a range [USEPA Cooperati
of unimpaired flows from January to June as it is suggested in the State Water Board ng

2010 Flow Criteria Report? Is this a typographical error or is it really February to
June 55% unimpaired flow? If so, why does it not include January?
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Does the No Action Alternative include D-1641 spring flows at Vernalis or USEPA Cooperati
VAMP flows? ng

Areupgrades to the Fremont Weir part of the proposedprOJect (p 3- 103) USEPA C
n

OR part of the No Action (p. 3D-19)? It seems like they cannot be both.

How often/how much would the Yolo Bypass be flooded across the different |USEPA Cooperati
water year types and life of the permit? ng

Adaptive management should include operational elements that resultina |[USEPA Cooperati
broader range of freshwater flows through the Delta than are currently ng
identified in H1-H4.
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Has an adaptive management strategy with targets been identified for any of{USEPA Cooperati
the other alternatives? ng
This screening analysis is relevant to a programmatic document and should [USEPA Cooperati

The Purposeand Need statement in Appendix 3A is different from the

Criteria.” The Third Level Screening Criteria should be contained in one table
with the metrics used to determine whether or not criteria are met.

statement in ADEIS/EIR Chapter 2 Purpose Statement (Chapter 2, page 2-4 ng

and 2-5).

Which version of the purpose statement was used for screening?

The text should be clear about whether or not the screening process USEPA Cooperati
eliminated alternatives because they did not meet the these elements of the ng
purpose statement in Appendix 3A:

“reducing the adverse effects to certain listed species of diverting water by

relocating the

In takes of the SWP and CVP.” This element limits alternatives to only those

that build new SWP and CVP pumps in the north Delta. This would eliminate

Alternative 9, but that one was carried forward.

“up to full contract amounts”

Are these bullets the Third Level Screening Criteria? The topic sentence says [USEPA Cooperati
the bullets below are “considerations reflected in the Third Level Screening ng
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Response

Comment Type

Status

At this point, it is only under CEQA. This issue was
discussed at a live edit meeting with the lead agencies
and text was added to clarify that a Preferred
Alternative has not yet been identified for NEPA.

CM1 of Alternative 4 has been modified substantially
from previous iterations. These text revisions are
based on lead agency direction. No change has been
made.

5al

Additional information regarding this issue has been
added to the discussion of the decision trees, under
the description of operational scenario H (which
corresponds to Alternative 4). See section 3.6.4.2
under Scenario H.
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Standards for maximum salinity near Vernalis were I
assumed to be those from D-1641, as described in
Appendix 5A, Table B-8, which includes a
comprehensive description of assumptions used for
modeling exisitng conditions and the No Action
Alternative.

under the No Action Alternative. Those proposed
upgrades under CM2 would not necessarily reflect the
effects of implementing modifications to Fremont
Weir under the No Action Alternative. Discussion of
the inclusion of actions required in the BiOp RPAs can
be found in Section 3.5.1 of this chapter.

Operational scenarios have not been finalized for I
CM2. The frequency and volume of inundation would
vary, but, as described in Chapter 3 of the BDCP,
'project-associated inundation of areas that would not
otherwise have been inundated is expected to occur in
no more than 30% of all years, since Fremont Weir is
expected to overtop the remaining estimated 70% of
all years." Based on an operational scenario developed
for discussion and illustrative purposes, flows up to
6,000 cfs would be initiated in November under
certain conditions, with a targeted inundation
footprint ranging from 7,000 to 17,000 acres. See
Table 3.4.2-1 in BDCP Chapter 3 for further detail.

As described in Section 3.3.2.2, and adaptive I
management and monitoring program would apply to
any form that the BDCP will take. The decision tree will
act as a sort of starting point for adaptive
management and it is anticipated that a broader range
of flows could be identified during the adaptive
management phase. This program is described further
in Chapter 3, Section 3.6, of the BDCP. Additionally,
short term adjustments in operations could be
determined through the real time operations process
described in Section 3.4.1.4.5 of Chapter 3 of the
BDCP. Such adjustments would consider water quality
standards.
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